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EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



This is in response to the appeal brief filed February 19, 2008 
appealing from the Office action mailed October 15, 2007. 
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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest 
is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, 
interferences, or judicial proceedings which will directly 
affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the 
Board's decision in the pending appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the 
brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after 
final rejection contained in the brief is correct. 

(5) Sijmmary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the 
brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be 
reviewed on appeal is correct. 

(7) Claims Appendix 
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The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix 
to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

2003/0028495 PALLANTE 2-2003 

(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The rejection of claims 1-4 and 14-17 under 35 USC 102(e) 
as being clearly anticipated by Pallante , mailed June 19, 2007, 
is hereby incorporated by reference. 

The rejection of claims 5-13 and 18-22 under USC 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Pallante , mailed June 19, 2007, is 
hereby incorporated by reference. 

(10) Response to Argument 

Appellant alleges that the final office action, dated 
October 15, 2007, conceded that Pallante failed to teach or 
suggest generating or signing an acknowledgement block as a 

response to system-event log transmission from a remotely 
managed device as defined in claims 1 and 14. 

The examiner disagrees. The final office action, dated 
October 15, 2007, did not state the alleged concession. Rather, 

the office action stated appellant's allegation of undisclosed 
limitations by Pallante and then disproved the allegation ( see 
office action in pages 2-3 ) . 
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As discussed in the final office action, Pallante teaches 
using TTP system and document server collectively as collector 
entity for collecting one or more events associated with a 
document operation from a remote device ( see paragraph 114 ) . 
Since theses events are chronologically stored in a record at 
the document server, i.e., event history, each of these events 
from the remote device would be considered as an event log to be 
collected at the document server ( see paragraph 115 ) . It is 
submitted that since a log could comprise one or more events, a 
single received event disclosed in Pallante would still meet the 
definition of the event log of the present claimed invention. 

Per claim 1, Pallante teaches digitally signing one or more 
events by the document server including the submission 
acknowledgement event ( see paragraphs 116 and 161 ) and making 
the event available to the other devices ( see paragraph 159 ) . 

Per claim 14, Pallante also teaches generating a submission 
acknowledgement event by the TTP system where is event is logged 
and made available to remote devices/users ( see paragraph 15 ) . 

Thus, the examiner submits that Pallante discloses all 
limitations cited in the present claims 1 and 14. 
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(11) Related Proceeding ( s ) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified 
by the examiner in the Related Appeals and Interferences section 
of this examiner's answer. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections 
should be sustained. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Viet Vu/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2154 



Conferees : 
Nathan Flynn 
/Nathan J. Flynn/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2154 

/John Follansbee/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2151 



